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,", FOREWORD

t>
I welcome the opportunits, to write a foreword to this report

because. it impresses me as amable analysis of the implications of
"Role S-1" froM the point of view of two very/basic questions,:

f

(1.) How many Indiana cheldreri ar4 in need of special education?
and

t
-(2) Now many of these childrear.e being served?

-From a more personal point 'Of I would hope that the
completion of this work may signal an increased demand fc(r a broad-. .

based, mul.ti'-:.f:.-etd approach to educational policy making and projram
d'

pla.nning. 1-Fte' long-term contribution. of this' *study;"aly be in Its/demon-.
stration thl_at the analytical toolspf the researcher, in combinatiOn wi`th
presa.)t..day i::-.chno-logy, can serverthe policymakers as well s educa-
tors in the ael.rition of gigantic.-...problems which confront then

I do not think,it is, nece.sisary for ma to d Sf:,..15' 7, the' i s-';un;-; or

:IeFi sing ex- eptio.nalitie 3 within the student ipopulation anJ e;tirratf -tg
the numbe s.who need to be served in a pa ticular geographical area.
at a give time. When_criteria are subje t to individual perceptions,
then coil ctiv judgements predicated upo such criteria are also
subject to variation. For a succinct revi w of-divergent estimates that
can be considered in regard to the numbe s..of,.excOPtionalbstddents in c.,

Indian a, I encourage the reader to scrutinize the Addendum ofthis
-

repo t._

The unique quality of the design of'this study manifests itself
i the lengths to which the researchers went to/establish 'a consistent
rame of reference for the respondents to use-While reporting data,:

and making judgements,' and for the analysis and interpretation of
results. The.Procedures and instruments of the study .LAed.only ithosp
definitions and classifications which 1--jave'ben prescribed by. Ruje S-1,

eductionlandmark piece of legislation d'Ll no with special edtion in r

Indiana. In )addition, the categories an sub-categories of data
concerning exceptional stUdentswere developed'in such detail as to
ensure that' the data gathered same more from a consistent base of
inrormatiorflexisting school records and col,lective judgements of the' .
school personnel- -than solely Iron-) persbna.l opinions. Since the

i -j
iii, /5
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school was selected as the primary unit of data, the request for the
information required was submitted to each school principal in Indiana.
Pilot testing.confirmed tlhat principals had access to the needed infor-
mation. More significantly, the results of the pilot study Suggested
that principals, as a group, are acutely aware of students in need of
special help on a building-wide basis.

0

After the data were gathered, the analysis was designed to
'test the assurkption that,exceptionality is not normally distributed
between different geographic regions and community types of the state.
State-wide projections were consequently based on the incidence of
exceptionality comPuted for each regiOn and cornmunit 'type, thUs
enhancing the pursuasiveness of the, results. Then, i order to ana-
lytically test the reliability of the state -wide projections, two different
subsets of returns were statistically analyzed and compared. Since
there was little'differencv between the proj6ctions obtained by the two
subsets of returns,, one can be reatonably assured that the results.
obtained are general to the state as a whole.

. .Finally, I would like to further acknowledge the efforts of
Dr. yVasi Khan and Cindy Glentzer for the quality of the study design.
They have demonstrated their skill and I eagerly await the results of
their future studies.

Dr. Patrick Gavigan

a
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Preface
1.

3

. For more than 50 years, the ideal of American education has
been to serve all, children, iput in actual fact the focus has been' on the
approximately 90 per lent of their. who can most effectively benefit
from the standardized, conventional n-Tethqds of education. For-a
long timethere has been much talk aboutnindrvidual differences, but.
the needs of children who do not quite fit into the stream of, normality
have remained largely unattended.

.
Through the interaction of a variety of forces and as a,result

of critical need, the .exceptional child is at long last receiving the
recognition and educational attention he hals.alwaYsdeSerisved. The
.1970's.and 19804 will see an unprecedented developMent of special
educ tion progra,Fs; se vices, facilities; and materiltls. The initia-
tives being taken at the federal, state and local levels are bringing
into focus significa.nt opportunities and challenges in'this a'rea...

The adoption of Ru1eS-1 in Indiana in September 1.97btraised
. pertinent concerns about estimating the populations of Ghildren and -

youth who need to be served by specia'l education programs and
ssessing the heeds of expansion and development of these programs.

This study in its various phases deals with these concerns. What
information the study has sought and the rine ds used in fit up to
this 'time have been discussed in this report. , ,

a

1 - ,

The completiom of the first phase or this study would not,have
been possible without the guida.rice.anp support of Mr. Donald A;Treibic,
Director, Dr. Patrick J. Gavigan, Needs ,Assessment Coordinator;
Dr. Te'rry Jackson, Evaluation Consultant, ESEA Title ill DiVielon,
and Mr. Dan Voght, Asistant Director, Division of Educational Infor-
mation and Research, Indiana Departhent of Public Icistruction.

..
. 1

.
' Extremely valuable guidance and help was offdred for the

study by Mr. Gilbert A. Bliton, Director, DIiision of Special, ..
Education, Indiana.DepamtMent of Public Instruction; Mr., Robert J.
Robertson and Mr. William. C. Souders, Consultants, Northern ,

Regional- Service Center, South Bend; Mr. Jack Collins, -Mr.' Richard
Surber,and Mr. Michael Haley, Directgr.s of Special' Education;
Dr. Donald Eberly, Director, Pupil. Personnel:Services; Mr. Merl
Musenlma.n, Principal., Kesling Junior High School, Mrs. Virginia,
--.Stevens, Principal; Hailrna.nn Elementary School, and Mr. Ralph
E. Howas, Principal, Crichfield pemental..y School, La Porte;

v
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Miss Montie Wooden, Director of GuidancevKesling Junior's 1-1 tgh
"'School, and Miss Azapa Knight, Director of Guidance, La Porte High
School, La. Porte, Indiana. The report was typed and printed by
Denise Griffit4Q and Sue Birkriolz. We are grateful to each one of
them.. There are many other persons Who contributed to this study
in different Oays. We are indebted to them, although it is not
possible to name each one oftthem here; -

We. are also deeply indebted to Dr. Harold-H. Negley, .State-
Superintendent of Public Instruction, and Mr. Ray Slaby, Associate
Superintendent-of Pujblic Instruction, Indiana'polis, and Mr. J. Robert

'Miller, Superintendent, La. Porte CommunitY School Corporation for,
making available,the facilities for MERC to operate.

is the hope of these researchers that this study will add
ttjthe fund of information already available and will be helpful to the

.,,clecision-Makers as they provide for the needs of exceptional children
and youth Indiana. h

r.

f

Dr. M. Wasi Khan
Dr. Charles E. Blair
Lucinda Glent2er

vi
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CHAPTER 1 Introduction and Highlights of Results

This tiseport is intended to summarize the data,and findings of

Phase 1 bf the Study of Special. education Needs and,Programs in the
-

State of Indiana. This phase was planned to determine the number of ".

exceptional children and youth in the Stateof Indiana

tionalities and age-levels. ,Information was also g thered to determine

by their excep-
-._ .

how far through the process of identification and placement- in special

education programs they had come bytlune 1, 1974. These are the

children and youth who':'

(i) were either being' served by the`5pecial' education-services
and programs; r tr

(ii)' had already bee i tested and identified formally by case
Conference as special' education candidates, but had not
been placed in the appropriate special education programs
for some reason;or

(tit ) were referred for testing and identification:of their- handi-
caps /disabilities, but were not yet approved by rase con,-
ference for placement: they may have been testedbuf' no
case conference was held for them, or were awaiting
'testing, or' were 'referred but...their parents did not consent
to tosting; or who

(tv) needed special help: they were ri&t f toning normally in
the 'roegular.classroomr but had not b ,iformally referred
for the purposes of diagnosis and ev-aluation to identify their
needs for spec al education programs. 0

'/---.\
. 1,, , ,----- _

A brief description of this and-other objectives of the study and
, .

its rationale and br,ecedures is given in the Proposal of the Study, which



a

was approved byple'ESEA Title III Division of the Indiana. Department
9

of Public InStruction on August 16, 1.974.*

o Chapter II of this report desorlibes in detail the Methods and pro'-.

cedures employed in Phase I. Data for this 'phase of the study,were

collected from 53% of all Public school-princiPals and 72°A; of all di.rec-

tors and administrators of special education in the ;state of Indiana.
tElabocate efforts,,were made td organize ands implement a sophistictated

deSign and appropriate instruMentation for this phase. The'analysis
.

% -

and summary of data are presented, in Chapter HI. Nine appendices

eof thi'S report havekbeen compiled separately in Volume II. **
.. .

The highlights of heSiAltS of this first phase of the study are

presented below: %a.

1. The total' number of exceptiOna.l children and youth in the rstatee

who needed ,sbme kind of,special eduCation services but could not receive

them in the year 1973 -74,, projected on the. basis of public school prin-
t

cipals' -estimates, was 19,061. Of these, 9,894:needed secial,hetp

but were not referred for testing, 4-;378 were formally referred for

'testing but were not yet approved by case conference, and 4,789 were
1

,

formally identified by case conference do be suffering from specific

handicaps or disabilities but were not placed in the appropriate spebial

* Please see'Appendix A in Volume' II of this report.

** Available on request.
1'

12-
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education progran-IS. Of these 41,789; ,99 werve multiply handicapped,
e

128 phye,ically handicapped, 240 visually handicapped, 329 hearing

tropaired; 759 emotionally disturbed, 979 neurologically impaired'/

teaming disabled, 558 communication handicapped, 1,444 educable

mentallS/ 'retarded, 124 trainable mentally; retarded, 30 severely

profoundly mentally retarded, and 99suffering_from othe'r liandicapsz.
0!

The-'breakdown of the total numbers bya.ge-levels shows that,the larg--'

est number (5;226) -of these childreaai;dyOCith was 7-9 years old,
.

.

folloWed by 10-12 age group (4,835), -15-21 age group (3,753), 13-14

age group (3,610), and 0 -6 age group (1,5747).

2'. Besides public school principals,?the directors and admin=-

istrators of special education also filled in these data of exceptional

children and youth who'should have been but were not, served. _their

estimates are, however, consistently loWer and less persuasive.

3. Only 65 principals of non-pdblic schools.(with about 17% of

the total non--public schbol enrollm nt in the state) responded and

identified 320 students who should have been, but were net, served by

special education programs., Although there is little scientific basis

for projecting statewide estimates from this numbers, those estimates

would roughly be about six times this pumber--more or less, propor-

tionate to the estimates projected for the public schools.
.

4.- The total number o1f exceptional children and youth. who were

being served in 1973-74 was compiled from the data received from 67

of the 93 directors and administrators of special education and for the

- 3 -
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remaining areas from data collected by the Division of Special,
.

Education, Indiana Department of Public Instruction, through Form 24.

This number came out to be 62,5049 The breakdown of this figure

1;

.

by exceptionalities and the type of program offered --full -time,_ .

part-time, resource center or'other--and by the four regions of the

state is given in Table 6 in arapt,er III. In that table, the total - number
. .

of e xceptional children and yquth served by special education programs
.

during 1973-74 compited frOm For m 24 data (74,550), and pme total of

the dada supplied by the Division.° Special Education, Indiana

Departm'ent of Public Instruction ( ,815) are also juxtaposed with the

total of the data of this study. The differences have been explained.
. .

5. A majority of the respondent principals considered problems

related to parental cooperation and labeling of students for placement

in special edu9tion programs as the major reasons why students who
, .

need ed special education services and programs could not get 'special

help. But a majority of them als o thought the time lag between formal

referral and final placement/land inadequate availability of facilities and
. 4A, . \

personnel for special education services were significant reasons.

6. A large majority of the respqndent prin cipals indicated .

satisfaction with Rule S-1 and the procedure of referral, diagnosis,

identification.and placement...' Not very many of them were dissatisfied/
o

with parents' cooperation. But they did indicate dissatisfaction with

the availability of facilities and personnel to. provide adequate special

eduCatipn services to the needy studentS.

1.41.

1.5

,

I
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7. The principals were asked how much time, they think is
ri

taken from the point a need is felt that a particular student should be..
% ,t- , 4

referred for ev-aluatioti and diagnosis'to the Point he is finally Placed

in the p.ppropriate special educa.tidn program. Ora total of 978 prin-
k

ti.
I l'

.cipa.ls who responded to this item, 55.4% checked '1-2 months, 25.5%
6 ;- * .

3-4 monti1s;\1,0% 5-6 months, 2% 778 months and "71% 9. or more
...

0-

k

o months.-

8. They were a so asked to mention the.number of exceptional
()

children they knew in their school building districts who'were not

receiving any educational s r\>ices s Of October 1, 1974, The total
a.

number of such children mentioned in the returns was 570;
. .

9. T F -'ee hundred and ten, (or 27%6%) of'the respondent
.

principals wrote their comments. and suggestionstabOut. different

aspects of special education services and programs. These proVide

very valuable and insightful qualitatiye data-andhave been summarized

in Chapter III as well as reproduced in original fermi in'AppendiX r of
. . /-\

f).

Volume II.
°

I
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CHAPT d R tI Methods & Procedures

Constructiori of the Questionnaire:

In order to collect data presented in this report, the principals

or gui an counselors of public and non-public schools, as well as
CP

the directors, and adminiStrators of special ,education, had to be con-

tacted. Since no instrument was readily available to collect the data
_ t,

needed, a questionnaire was con tructed *r this purpose. Pertinent

professional literature was,intenSively studied and extensive tn-depth.. ,...

r,.cristOssions were h=ilcS with the professional personnel of La POrte -...

CommunitY.,School. CorpotAatiOn, selected; principals and guidance .

counselorAs:ofi:2a Porte schools, consultants of ESEA Title. III Division

and the Northdrn Regional Service Center, South Bend, and members

of the DepartfriFrt Of Publib Instruction in Indianapolis to delineate. the

issues to be investigated through the questionnaire and todecide about

itS contents andlifthrmat.

The questionnaire, thuS constructed, was comprised of a yellow

form and a pink form of opinion items: In the yellow form, the prin-

cipals or guidance counselors were to fill out the numbers of students;

by their exceptionalities and ages, who were not served in special

education programs during the 1973-74 school year: The numbers of

student's, with each pa,rticular exceptionality, were to be entered in
8

-

o
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three sub-categories:

- who needed special hel.0 but were not referred for 'testing;

R - formally refas^ red but not yet approved by Case conferenCe;

I - formally identified by ca9le conference but rpot placed in

the appropriate special educatiori.program.

On the reverse side of the yellow form a matrix was drawn to fill in

the number of rriultiplY handicapped students WI boxes representing

combinations of handicaps.
,. .

The pink form of opinion items was designed to elicit the opinions 0'
a

and suggAtions of principals and guidance counselors concerning issues

.
. ,I,'

. .

,. . .

and problems relevant to special education' services: for-instance, '(1)

the reasons why sorrie exceptional Students were not referred, tested,
-

identified, or placed; (2) usefulneSs of Rdle S-1 definitionsiof handicaps
. . , ?.

and disabilities; (3) the procedures of referralp.; (4) diajnosis; (5) eNq..:1,
...

uation and identification of exceptional studen s; (6) the'ttrne usually

reqCJired to, complete these procedures; (7 facilities and personnel

available to serve these studerits;'-(8) the'level of cooperation from their

parents; and (9) what types of special educatiOn rirograms Were:avail-

able in-their schOols. Considerable space wad Provided in this section

of the questionnaire for the principals and ,guidpnce:Counselors to write

down any opinions or sugge.stirs they might have to improve the special

1
educatiorr service: band prdarns.-- This first phase of the study was

r. yo
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planned to find out only the n mbers of e

e

1 -

eptional students who were
.f -

being or should have been served in .1973-7 .; Investigation of the
,0

characteristics, issues and problems of specie t4ucation services

and programs is to be. done in subseqUentphases of the study:. It
tsSO

was, however, decided to investigate the princiPals! opinions and sug-
;',

getions concerning special education programs at this time SO that

they knight not be approached more than once'fOr the purposes of this

Thef;efore, the pink form of opiin/ions and suggestions

included in thee questionnaire.

. ,

Detailed instructions were drafted for the respondents explaining

the questionnaire shoUld be filled out, Wih'included examples of
- ,

1-i6wI2 deal with specific cases of individual students. 'Rule 8-1 defin-
'

itions of students' handicapS and ciisabilities were..alSo enC...10sed. A

Cover letteixplained the pUrpose of,the study and why the principalsk..

and guidance counselors wertebeing contacted for this -ilitforn4a%ion--..

-:Sqn:ie instructions abouthow to locate ancreiii in the data fo'rr\were

also,,includeeNi cover letter. The questionnaire was to. be completed.

,by the guidance counselors, and in c`Se there were no gu.idance coun-
,..

i,
selors in the school, by t146 Principalock the school. In tMe try7-out

4.,,,
'es.io ,

.:sample of 28 public, school;, there were 22 which did not have-any

.g6rdance counselors._

-ni ..."+01

8
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Try-out of the Questionnaire:

The .pilot study for the try-out of the questionnaire was timed as

early as., pos$ible after the schools opened for the n ew academic year.

On September 6, 1974, the questionnaire 'was Sent to 15 guidance coun-t,

"Selors and 22 principals of all 28 public schools and to the principals

of all 5 parochial schools in the area of South La Porte Special

Education Cooperative which

this, on September- 3,'1974,

served as the pipit study sample. Before

the Director of'Special.,,Education for this

,Cooperative sent a.h.introdc.ictory letter to all principals of these schools .

.
.. ..

explaining the 'purpose of the study and-enclosing a oppyo't the MERC
, .

brqchure. The principals and 'guidance counselors were strongly

encboraged thrgugh this letter to cooperate fully in this pilot study,.
0

and were assured that all information in

to Yield state or regional statistics and

out when the results are finalized:*

this surtP4ey would be combined 4

no on 4chool wpuld be singled

In order to let the responders ofhe try-out sample express their

comments on the adequacy,' Clarity and; difficulty ofithe. question-

naire;:p. blue form of comments was added to the qu,,edtionna,ire. In
q.

this form, there were items. oh the appropriateness of\ different parts

*Please see Appendix Vc.)lurne II for a cop& of this letter,i the
questionnaire sent for try-out with the data tabulated against each item,
and the letter of October 17, 1974 sent to the principals of the try-out
sample aisking them:tofill. out the final version of the questionnaire.

4
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of the questionnaire to whiJtheresponden'ts could express their. , ..
- .

reactipns and comments, and extra ,apace was also provided for them
.. I :

to write thtir opinions freehand. Thy were also asked to mention

how much time it took them to complete the yellow-form and pinkt

sheets oMteins.'
\

%Results of the Try-out:
, e

The data collected through try-:out of the oubstiontire was

tabulated against each individual item of the questionnaire..*,

Th'e rAsUlts of the try-out were very encouraging in thp sense

that the form and content of the questionnaire were by, and large
a

cleared by the respondents: they understood the'questionnaire well

enou4-1, realized the importance of infoirme.tioriasked throLigh it, and

fpleo it out apparently as best as they could. Twenty-seven of the 37
,.. A

(0.r 7a%) 'respondents of 28 publip.,,sChools le of. the-15 or 87%)
:

r

guidance counselors and 14 of the' 22 or 64%) principals - filled out

and returned the questionnaire within 10 days. Two of tl-ie fiv prin-
,

cipa.ls of the par,lochial,sc-hools also responded, but they encl S6d with

the returns, not that they had no 'Atudents whose data coul be filled
\\ a

* Appendix
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out.in-the q'uestionnaire. NO follbw-upletters yvere sent or phone calls

.made to the non-reSpondents of the tryLout sample. It was decided
4

instead that the data reported by the respondents would be transferred

to the final. version of the questionnaire and,sent back tO..the principals
.

of these schools so the% they may recheck.these data (reported by

.themselves or their guidaince counselors) and also

. irevised version of the pink form of opinion items.

of the try-out saMple also received the

respond to the
)

Tne.tk,in-respondents

al version of the questiohnaire:*

The principals and guidance counselors of the 19 public schools,°

who returned the queStionnaire, reported= 370 students of different age'

levels and with different exceptionalities. They thought 28'4 of the 370

,,students4leeded special help but were riot referred for testing,.91

dents werefOrmally referred b t not yet approved by case conference

and 45 students were formally identified by case, conference but had not
4t.g.,.

... .. )4s,

been placed in the .a.P6i;sopriate special educatisanprogram in the school'
,

year 1973-74. _The largest Number of students reported wee of the
..- .

primary age group - 7-9 years
r
old.(99), closely followed ay the inter-

tr

mediate age group

0 -6 years old (82),

10-12 years old (92),

senior high age group

pre-primary age gtioup-

- 15-21 j/earS old (81), and

junior high age group - 13=-14 years old (16). J:he incidence of except-

*AppendixB;

A

r,



tiohalities was the highest in the case ofemotional disturbance (100),

followed by educable mental retar'dation (68), communication handicap

(67), neurological impairment (60, hearing impairment (23), visual,

4handicap (14), physical handicap (9), multiple handicap (8), and other
, 1

unidentified handicaps (26). Numbers of multiply handtca.pped students
I

were indicated according to the instructions, in the matriX on the

reverse Side of the yellow form'. Thus, we could ascertain thatof

the 8 multiply handicaPped students .7 had different dOmbinations,of

handicaps and clisa.bilities: one was uisually and hearing impaired, one

physically and tl,)eUrolOgsically handicapped, one emotionally and neuro-,

lcocically'impaired, orfe Visually1/4,and communication handicapped, one

emotionally and .communication handicapped, one neurologically and

communication handicapped, and 'one 'was physically handicapped and

c educable mentally. retarded. The final °tie of the eight students had

more than two handicaps..

The way these data of exceptional students not being served during

1973 -74 was reportedbythetny-out sample showed internal. consistency.

Information elicited through some items corroborated the information
. .
elicited through others and was consistent with the conditions kndwn to

be existing in the sampled schools. So the perceptions of the guidance

ceunselors and principals reported in the questionnaires seemed credible

and 'persuasive.

12 -
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The.,,pink form of items also elicited, infor=mative respbnses.
'

Trie respondents generally agreed .(but with differing emphasis) with

., the likedreaSons why, some studentS who heeded special help wor7.
,

J.-

.\ ...

not referred. for testing? why some others were formally reZrreil but

Aft

not yet approved by case conference, and why some students were
. f

formally identified by case con1 fere ce but not placed-in the appropriate'

special education programs. he respondent; indicated generally
0 Y '

positive opinions abobt the usefulneSS(of 'Rule .;.1 definitirr"
. , pxpep-

, r,

.44, 4
,,

. , L

tionalities; the procedure of re ei-al, diagnosiS'and eValuatibnl finalt, ste,'

,

identificatiOn of exceptionalities and placement in apOrppriate ;pecial

education 'programs as outlined in Rule.S-1' andias practiced fOr their

students, and pa-rental acceptance and cooperation. kiowever, they

generally indicated-mild 'or ptrong dissatisfaction with the availability.

of needed facilities and pe.rsonriel. Most of the respondents thought
- ,

that it generally takes 2-6 months from the point where the need is

felt that a particular student should be referred' for testing to the point

his finally placed in the appropriate special/ education program. The

respondents thought that the other opini items on the pink forri-i were

also clear.
.4c4

Quite a few respondens sed the open space' pt4ovided in the

pink form of the questpt4n re for; freehand comments and suggestions.

13
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.
. .

This provided valuable 'qualitative' data relating to the state of things
- a a

in the field. Therespondents made strong ,pleas for more funds for

expanding the existing special education programs available for 'their,

,,students and forstarting new programs. A .? evv- of-them also proposed.
., ,

-changes in the definitions of various exceptiOnalitiet and in thepnoce- ,
.inure aridentification and evaluatiOne-

The ori-ir0e--.6S of-thereslpondents On the questionnaire itse.i

,, .
,,were ye.ry

.
pom.4ve. Overwhelmihg numberS of.them agreed that they

, ..

were the most appropriate source to provide data being collbcted
.

ti-Irough the ,questionnaire; tthe letter'Of introduction adequately described

the intents and purposes of the study;. the instructions were clea,,

precise and.mea-Tingful; the yellow chart and matrix provified.an appro-

priate format for taiDutating data of the students needing special educa,
0

tron services by exceptionality and_age level.; and the items on the pink

.t:.?form adequately elicited their considered opinions and suggestions
b

about the special education programs.. A large .majority of them didn't.

See any need to cThahge or modify any part or parks of the questionnaire,

although a few Of.them did. Some of them wrote suggestiOns concerning

the fritents,and purposes ofkthis study ard the sway it is being carried

out.. On the average it took them r .es to search and check records;
fi

collect needed informationfirom,the concerned peronnel of the school

and fill out the questionnaire..

- 14
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ModTcation and Finalization of the Questionnaire for
State-wide Admirnistration to School Principals:

-

An in- depth analysis bf the fry-out results, study ofpertinent

literature and another round of dis=cussion's with rrkeinfbers on-the ES,EA

Title IN Division and S'pecial Education Division of the Indiana'
I,

.rtrnen,t of Public. InstructiOn,, With Special Educatiph 'Direotor's.
and Administratq ,rs and with Consultants of Northern Regional Service-

, -,;

) ... . 4 ,

Cente?-, South' Bend, preceded the revision and finaliizatfpn of the,ques=
,,

tionnaire 'for state -wide administration. Its format WaSA-hodified and

"made more concise and aDractive. So,:besides the cOv.asi letter,

instructions and Rule 5-1 definition's, there was only one yellow

pne pink sheet in the final version.' Every section and each single

item of the questionnaire was re- examined and improved., A change
t ,:1:&

was made in the cover letter and instructions to effecte a'IdeoisiOn that'

was made after the try-out of the questionnaire that only th& building
s.

principal should fill out the questionnaire. He was asked to_ have the

new yellow forrompleted by the person (or persons) who best knows

the informattbn needed or can locate it in the reVevant records:. may

'hg be principal himself, his guidance counselor, the school nurse

or any other staff member of the school: The Prihcipal himself Was

asked to complete the pink form of opinion items. These items were

also revised and imps owed., Their sequence was changed so that every

- 15 -26
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principal was to respond to the first seven items, grouped in'Section A., -f . ill .
., ..r. , .

and only those principals who had special' education programs in their
. ,..

' I

buildingduring the '1973"74 school year Were to respotA`to the re=
A

maining items grouped inSection e: Tne first five items in the final,;
questionnaire we in essence the seine: a,s those whi,qh appeared in

-16

(fi
tr,

the try-out questionnaire. However, items 9 and 10 in the try-out

-
° questionnaire becarnejlOrips 6 and 7 in the final questionnaire. In

addition, item 6 of the try, -out qUestionnaire was revised to let the

principals Indicate the special edUcation prodrarris, if any were pre-

sent in their sclitoel., by entering the total numbe.r of students of ['heir,

oars f.hatwere served. by each type of progranr) and by exceptionality.

Item 7 of the try-out questionnaire,was deleted.and item 8 was simpli-,
fied to become the list item of the final questionnaire. Six clearly

defined Steps which the principals were to follow in. completing and.
0

returningthe_questionriaire were outlined in the cover letter.
-

On Septerhber 23, 1974,the State Superintendent of Public
.

Instruction, sent an introquctory letter and. MER rochure to all

school principals in the State of Indiana. The letter assured them that

all information collected in this study 'would be combined to yield state'

or regiOnal statistics, and no one school, would be -singled out when the

results were finalied.' They v\iere strongly encouraged to cooperate,

- 16 -
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fully with the MERC staff in this study.*

The questionnaire was mailed on October- 1 1-974 :to,each of

the 2,570 public, private and parochial school.princip s in the State -

of Indiana. They were requested to complete and t-eturb it by'

October 11, 1974.

Qu,,-...stionnaire for the Directo rs and AdminiStrators of Special..
Education

Data of studelits being served in special` education programs
6

were accessible to the MRO staff in differe,nt versions. "But for

purposes of verificatipn and cross - validation with the data collected

from school principals, the dii"ectors and administrators. of special.
,

education wore approached to send 'these ddta directly to the MER"'
E.;

staff. For this purpose, another-Instrument - a blue form., was

developed along the lines of the yellow form to fillri <in the numbers ,of

4

.students by exceptionality and "ag&-levels receiving spet-ial. eduCatidn
1

services during the 1973-74 sahool.' year. The columns were,for age-
:

P

levels and the rows fOr exceptionalities by -the types of program offered

e.g., special class full time; special !cl.ai.3t part tUrne,- resobrce

center, and other .incidding..itineranteteacherS,. speCial 'coneul.tatigon,.

°

* Please'see-Appendix C in Volume ,II for a copy of this letter anck.of
the final qUestionnAire. seat to.all school '.principals in Indiana.Y

c. 70'
.
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'etc..).-The visual and hearing handiCaps were further divided into
-

blind, partially seeing, deaf) and hard-of-hearing categorte.s.

-Three directors of special education were personally interviewed

by the MERC staff. They went over the blue and yellow forms, made
C7,3 .

0

`:e few suggestions and generally.approved of their format and content.
. .
About the same time. that the propdSal of this study vvas approved,

. -. . -, . (,

?

the Director; Division-of Special Education, Indiana Department of
,

) Public instruction, had Sentan intrddu,c.--tory letter dated August 19,

1974 anda.-cOpyof the MERC bro.chqre to all Directors:of Special

Education and Super ntendents of.Sch6O1 Districts in the Ste.e.of
,

.Indianal They Wdre Assured that sill information colle(-7.ted in this study
. v,

would be combined to_ yield, sta.tez,or regional statistics, and no one..
-,

school system, would be singled out when the° resdlts were finalized.

They Were encouraged to coopeoate fully with the MERC staff.in this
a

s

study.- The _Division or Special
'
Education way also very helpful in

< ,-
n

O

°allowing the M gifkq staff to..present briefly the objectives, procedures

arid .ire'strumehts ofLthis study:tgffhe participants of the Indiana)Council

of ;dmirfistrators of Spe:C.ial,Z,Education (ICASE) meeting in Muncie,

Indiana 5 .1orf S,di5tember 26, 1974.;
,..,,,.

,

acidAn appreQrst&te coye.r.letter detailed instructions were., - -
.

* Appendix 0.
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drafted for the directors and administrators, of special educatton on

the proc edure for completing the yellow and blue forms.*

The problem of determining who should receive these question-
0

naires was ^a difficult one. In most areas of the state, special educa-

tion cooperatives comprising one or more school :districts have been

formed which are headed by the directors or administrators of special

education. But still there are some areas which are not covered by
0

any'administra.tor of, special education. Furthermore, it was not easy. R

to clearly identify the areas of jurisdiction of each individual admin-

istrator of spe.cia, education, or where there was no particular person

responsible for the special education programs in a:particular area,

which superintendent of schools or other official should receive the

'questionnaire. Arcei-- a time--consuming effort of probing`and conSulting.

the conce.r.d'Hrsonnz.,.1, a map 'of the stale- Wa.s demarcated 'to identify
.

areas or jurisdi-;tion of the directors and administrators of Special

education anda. of these areas by school corpOration was prepared.**

Thusz on October 7, 1974; thp questionnai-re developed for the directors
0and administrators of special education (comprising a yellow form for-

studenti not served and a 'blue form for those served in 1973 -74) was

mailed to all 9:3 of these admini strators. o t).

* Pleas-e sea Appendix D in VolUFne II for a copy of the questionnaire
'Sent to all dir!-3etor..3 and administrators of special education in Indiana.

Apprrlix E in Vol.ume
- 19



The task of finding or developing a.list of public-and non-public

schools for special students was much more difficult than anticipated.-

It was found that many administrative arrangements were in operation. ,

The are some :3pecial schools which are directly under special edC.1-

Cation directors and administrators. °Since these administrators will

naturally include. the data of these schools in their returns, it was

not worthwhile to send them another blue Form just(to.fill out the data

of these schools, especially when they are very busy administrators,

and can hardly afford additional depnands on their time. Then, there

are special schools with separate principals and a few othertwhich are

administered by principals of other regular schools: Again, there

are special schools being operated as on-going research projects

by some university personnel and the students who come to these

schools also attend regular% schools. There are other varieties of

such schools also for instance, adult learning centers,_homebound

juvenile centers, rehabilitation centers and temporary Classes in
a

hospitals. Tilts problernris not quite resolved as yet, and may be

investigated further in the later phases of this study.

Strategy of FolloW up:

For obvious reasons, the returns were never ,expected to be

100% from the principals of the a not re state. But after the question-.

na.ire.was mailed to the 'principals, it was fg.und that the mailed

- 20 -
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quetionnaires, took tWO or three weeks, to reach some schools. Thus.,

.quite a feaw principals assumed that since the deadliti of October 11,

.' 1974, ,.A.,as already past, they did not need to send in the data from

their schools. It was,therefore,decided that thg follow-up strategy

which was developed inthe initial stages of ilanning of the study,be

implemented-forthwith. A follow-up card* was mailed on October-. 25,

J974, to 1,'680 public school principals stating that we needed Lh.1.`data

from their schools very urgently and' it should be sent to us just vas

. soon as possible.. It was' also stated on the card that if we did not`

receive their returns within ten days,-a second Copy or the question-
,

naire would be Mailed to them promptly.. After, waiting for a little

more than ten days,.during,,Which time quite-a few responses were

received, a second copy of the questionnaire with another cover letter*

was-mailed on Novemtk:r 1t, '1974, to 1,415 public school principals -

, .
from wi-iom no response had yet been received. The "extreme impor- '

tance" and "urgency of our getting" the data from the principals was

underscored in the cover letter.

Two follow-up pIetters with copies of the questionnaire* were
io

sent to the directors'and admlnistrators of special education: one on

November 22, 1974,to 59 of,them from whom no response had yet

* Appendix F in Volume n.
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been received and another hand written one on December 17 1974J
to k- of them who had still not-responded. The "importance and value"

and the urgency Of our getting" the response of spectal educaticn .

directors and administrators was .underscored bOth these letters.

Returns:

The statistics of responsVfrom the public school principals is

given''below:

Number, of questionnaires received from the public
rtihool princigls before the follow-up:

0

Number oF questionnaires received after the
follow -up :.

Total:

Nurn,ber of returned questionnaires considered
appropriate for inclusion in data analysis:

_

Total nymber of pubLic schools (of general
education) in rndia-na in 1973-74:

4

55

732

1,188

1,.125

2,132

Percent of response 52.8%

Table 1 on the f011oWing page Shows; by region and community

type, the percent of students enrolled in the public schools of Indiana

from which data were collected for this study. These data cover 4E3..02%

of the entire public schooGnrollment in the state in 1973-74. As

evident frorri the table, returns were the highest (73.07%) from the

large o,,in communities of the northern region and the lowest (33.36%)

from the small city communities of the southern region. The returns

- 22
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were better than 50 %© from nine of the 17 community types.

Table 1

Percent of Returns by. Region a44 Community Type
9Z

North-Central
Region

Rural

Large Town

Northern
Region'

51.64'

73.07'

Small City 56.51

Sub-Urban 52.67

Urban 37.58

*Non-existing.

56.68

47.63

51.29

*NE
a

*NE

.'

Central Southern '

Region Region

57.75 :54.45

49.72,

..50.45.

41.98

34.27.

45.89

33.36

*NE"

44.26.

The response, from non-public school prihcipals was not ,

encouraging. 'Some of them wrote frankly' that we should not waste

our money to send them questionnaires. Of a total of 476 nom-public
' Qs

school priAc-413al, to whom questionnaires were sent, 92,responded

but only 65, o't ti:,e11-1 filled out any dat; thereturns. No follovP-up
.

letters were sent to them to avoid any adverse feeling on their part.

Since a P'rivaafe'or parochial school
t

kelp an exceptional student on roll,

is under no legal obligation to

there seems to be little scientific

basis for making any meaningful state-wide or region-wide projeqtions

on the basis of the data reported by the few non-public school pr:inei-
,

pals.

FAx
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The statistics of response from the directors and administrators

of special education are given belbw:

Number of.questionnai\^es 'received from the special
education administrators befare -the follow -up: 35

,

Number of questionnaires received after the folloW-up .32

Total number of special ducation directors, admin-
istrators or superintend nts: `6'

Percent of response:
.

Special education' cooperatives covered by the
response: .

..
, 39 out

df 57 a

67

93

72%

Other administrative areas for special education
covered by the response: .

Percent-of students in public schools covered .by .

the response from special eduoation directors
and administrators

Method and Rationale of Data Analysis:

10 out -
Of 14

61.9%

.
.Each return that we received was carefully checked for its

accuracy, marked in the sta e-wide listiof schools, and coded on a

continuous basis for the purpo es of transfer of the data 'to the -com-

We analyzed public' schoOl data that,we cotiected for this study,'

and on the basis Of these data we proje.cted the' abprqximatednUmber

oaf exceptional .children and youth iha. t need to be served in the entire

r

'5

-24-
f.tritee,



state. The m
r

od used to project this number" was to take the

number of students reported by the public schools in each sub-c4tegory

of exceptionality by age level and by, the stage of testing and, identi-
fi

fication), divide it by the enrollment of that:age level in the reporting

,schools to determine percentage or incidence of.that exceptionality,

and multiply that percentage.of inCidence,by the total enrollment of

that age level in all public schbols of theste.., In order to determine

the encol.lment'in.each school 1:?y the age levels prescribed on the
o.

;yellow form, the Indiana Department of Public InstrOction data of

school enrollment were used. 'These data included the enrollment
4.-

e by graCJe, levels (N through,12), the 1-6 ungraded enrollment, the 7-12 ,

Ungra.ded enrollment, and, the post graduate enrollment for each school,.,,
did not include the full-time ,enrollment in special, education classes.

These enrollmerits were then de,mbined in the following Manner to
.

yield the five categories prescribed' by the yello,.v form used in this

1/4

Grade. Category

Enrollment of grades N+ K + 1 + (1602% of
ungraded enrotiment.,1-6)

r-s:

Enrollment of grades 2 + 3 + 4 + (49.2% of
"ungraded enro1lment',1-6),

0

- e25 -
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trade

Enrollment of grades 5 + 6 + 7 + (34.7% of
ungraded enrollenent.1-76 + 17.7% of
ungraded .enrollment 7-1?)

Enrollment of grades 8 + 9 + (35.3% of
ungraded enrollment 7-42)

Category

INTORME6IATE

JUNIOR HIGH

Enrollment of grades i Q.+ 11 + + (47%
of ungraded enrollment 7-12) + p t-graduate
level enrbllment SENIOR* HIGH

The percentages used to come the ungraded enrollme-rt

were determined from the state enrollment totals, e.g. the stiat

total enrollment for grade 1 was divided by the state total ungraded

enrollment in grades 1 through 6 to yield the figure of 16.2%, for the

pre-primary category.

The approximate niiMber of e'xceptiOnal children and youth that

need to be served was projected directly for thp entire state and also

for each of its regions and community types to give another projected

total for thk entire state. This was intended to facilitate cross-
,.

checking and comparison of inter-regional and urban-rural data for

any poss. iblestifferences in the incidence of exceptionality and thus

add to the perSuaiveness of the state-wide projections. The Indiana

Department of Public Instruction, Division of Special Education,

already recognizes four administrative regions: northern (code 1),

north-centPal (code 2), central (code 3), and southern (code 4).



d.

Within each region, we stratified school districts by, community

typ : (1) urban - school districes.in a populationscefiter' exceeding
60,000 total population (code 5)

(2) suburban - conti us to urban centers (code 4)

-s(3) small city - Vvi i a p pulation of more than 20,000'but
lees than 50,000 (code 3)

(4) large town - more than 10,000 bit less than 20,000 pop-)
'ula.tion (code-2)

(5) rural - less than 10,000 population in municipality (code 1)

Every school distribt in tf;e'state was identified as belonging to one

particular region and particular community..

puter prograrns were then written to merge the file of

data transferred from the returns with the file of public school enroll--

rnE...nts by age levels and the file of,each school's number-, region code

and community type code; to.tabblate the data for each region and

community type; and to give us the summation of totals projected by

region and community type as well as the directly projected state

tOteas.**

*Please see Appendix G in Volume TT for a list of Indiana School
Districts by legions and Community Types.

** The 17 tables of projected totals by region and community type
and the table of the directly projected7sta.te totals are placed as
Appendix H in Volume II. Since there are no urban and sub-urban,-
communities in the north-central regiorPand no sub-Lurbancommunities,
in the southern region, there are 17 instead of 20 tables.
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In order to make state-wide projections on the basis of returns

received we had two computer runs of the data instead of one the
1.

first computer run was limited to the data collected from 431 schools

eV

up.to October 25, 1074, before the folloW-up:strategy was implemented,
P

while the second computer run covered the,data collected from another

694 schools as a result of the follow-up. State-wide projections

were made on the basis of each of these two sets of data. The di-,

rectly projected state total given by tie first computer run was 17,599

and the one given by the second run was 19,575., The summation of

totals projected. by region and community type given by.the First

computer run .was 21,189 and the one given by the second run was

19,477. The directly projected state total (of 17,599) was slightly

lower izn'the case of-The first computer run, because the returns in

that set of data were higher frdm rural areads where the incidence of

.exceptionality is presUrnably lower, which deflated the projections

for the areas of higher. incidence from where the returns had been
,lower. This phenornenon,,howeve j did not exist to the same degree

.,
in the settpf data'analyzed by the second computer run, so it gave a'r

slightly higher figure (of 19, 575) for the directly projected state total

and a..slightly lower figure (of 10,477 as against 21;189 of the first

run) for the summation of totals projected by.region and community

type, and the difference between the two projected figu;!%es narroWed.

28 1.-
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When'he entire data collected from 1,125 schools were.analyzed,

the directly projected state total came out to be 18,932 and the sum-

mation of'totals projected by region and community type to be 19,061
. ' *

the' difference getting still smaller to a level of insignificance. The
'zk4

compa,nison'ecs these, figures shows that both the.pre-followup and

post-followup E.iamples.of schools, statistically speaking, resented

the same pulation, and ha,d there been responses receife from any

more sehoolS, the state-wide projections of the number

children and youth who needed to be served would not- ;h

nificantly different from the ones made on the basis o

data of this study therefor=se is reliable from the vieyv

methodology.
MN

exceptional "2

e been

eturns. The

int of research

The analysis of the: data by region and c.--ommpt ity type also

indicated the strong possibility of significant differ nces in the inci-

denCe of eXc.:eptionality that might be existing bet een different regions..
. s

and communities. This possibility needs to be'i vestigateci further.
,

As a further check Of computer tabulatio all the data col- .
. tr.

lected through the yeliow forM of the question aire,were also tabulated,

by hand and compered with -the computer tote s. The data collected -

through the pink form of the questionnaire. ere tabulated by the

computer, and the data received from pri ate and parochittllehools

and from the directon...; and administrat ' of special education were

tabulated, by hand.
- 29 -
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CHAPTER III Presentation of Datzk

Public School Principalts"Estienates of the Numbers of Students
Not Served in

44Special

Education Programs During 197374

Amon the most im portant data generated by this-study are

the public school prinCipals' estimates of the numbers of students

1who should have been, but were not, 'served in Special education pro-'

grams. Tile fact that each principal determined and,recorded
these

numbers of\ his own students by"their exceptionatities and ages and

determined how far through the process of identification and placement

in special educatiOn programs they had come by June. 1 1974 indicates

the extent of detail involved in these estimates and augments their

accuracy. AS mentibned in Chapter II, caeh principal was sent,
, ,

Along 'with the quekionnaire, a complete statement of Rule S-1 def-

initions of exceptionalities as well as a clear and complete explan-

ation of themeaning of "N", "R" and "I" categories. The princilDal

.of ea'cth'school was also asked in the instructions attached with the

questionnaire to have the Most qUalified person or persons in the
. ,

School, be he.the principal himself, guidance counselor,,,nurse or

-other Staff member, com-plete the yellciw fOrm for the eniire school,

and to consult any, records or other personnel that might be able to ,

s.
help him obtain accurate ineermation. SUpported by their staff and



A

all pertinent records, the principals are supposed to be the best

informed profesisional personnel in.the field who should have first-

hand information about their students. In the opinion of these re-

searchers, th&'chances of any principal omitting from these data any

students who should have been counted and including in'these data

any studehts who should not heive been .counted are about even; so the

state-wide projections based on these data seem persuasive.

Table 2, on page 32, surrimarizes the state totals projected,

by region and community type and sump ed, on the basis of public

'school principal81- estimates of the numbers of Students who should

have beenCl, but were not,;4served in special edycation programs in

These ,projected state totals aiL given in the table by excep-1978q74.

tionality,-by age levels, and by the stage of testing and ideRtification--

trrat i o say, whether those students needed special help but were not

referred" for testing (N category), 'or were formally referred but not

,
'yet approve-pi by case conference (R category)) or else, were formally

.

identified by case conference but hot placed in the appropriate special

education programs (I category).

As shown in Table 2, there were approximately 4,769 students

of various age leyeiS in the state who, as reported by their principals,

were formally identified by case conference to be suffering from spec-.

ific handicaps or disabilities but were not placed in the appropriate

- 31 -
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TABLE. 2

. NUMBER OF STUDENTS. BY THEIR HANDICAPS AND AGES,
NOT SERVED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION.PROGRAMS

DURING THE 1973-1971ISCHOOL YEAR
Projected State Totals

Based on Returns From Public Schools
N - Needed special help, but were not referred for testing

a

R - Formally referred, but not yet approved by case conference

I - Formally identified by case conference, but not placed in the appropriate special education
program

Pre-pri-
mary, 0-6
'years old

Primary
7-9
years old

Intermed-
iate, 10-12

'years old

Junior High
13-14

- years old .

Senior High
15-21
Years old

Other Total

Multiply
Handicapped
(see other side) ,

N 1 ....
.

43
19

12
38 '

56
19

_a e_aa,
4 q

18E_
89R 2

I 3 8 22 18 23 2/2 99
Physically,
Handicapped

N 4 . 30 59 47 41 13q 31 0
5 9 13 % 25 8 10 1 72

I 6 7 17 23 24" '57 128
.)
Visually

-Handicapped
%

N 7 -48 '83 54 23, 96 304
R 8 9 36 13 27 4 89
I 9 17. 51 58 7 A 0

Hearing
Irirpai red

N 10 26 73 54 2:3 159 335
139R 11 6 36 30 49 17 1

I 12 9 1Q2 86 92 40 329

Emotionally
Disturbed

N 13 152 537 612 6825E10
100
205

97.
106

256a_
719
759

R 14 47
31

252
203

03
21415.

Neurologically
Impaired/Learn-
ing Disabled

N 16 162 490 429 510 378 1969
1068R 17 82 396 414 120 56

I 18 60 375 402 83 59 979

Communication
Handicapped

N 19 125 161 72 79 61 54 558
R 20 75 116 48 107 30 376
I 21 76 21 .1. e :.

- Educable
. Menta I I y
Retarded

N 22 35 619 628 496 730 4 2612
1348R 23 1:16 423 393 231 185

I 24 117 463 405 251 208 1444
Trainable,:...,
Mentally
'Retarded

N 25 18 6 610 44 79
R 26 6 49 31 4 90
I 27 . 7 42 37 20 18'' 1P-4

Severely-pro-
feundly Moo-
tally Retarded

N 23 5 2 45 52
R 23 4. 36 36
I. ac) 2 7 15, 6 Q_O__,,

32
Other
(Hand' ap

Un1 reown)

I N 31 /59 153 117° 164 4(15929
R 32 44 125 12 5 2 5 33

; I 38 2 42 2 5 24 6 ' 99
TOTAL 1577 5226 4835

; )
#,

"4.

3610 3753 60

.1\1, 9, 894
R 4,378

Total
I 4, 789

19,061



cA

special education programs. Of these,' 99 were Multiply handicapped,

128 physically handicapped, 240 visually handicapped,, 329 hearing
0 t.

impaired, 759 emotionafly disturbed, 979 neuro;logically impaired/

learning disabled, 558 communication handicapped, 1,444 educable

mentally retarded, 124 trainable mentally retarded, 30 severely-
o

profoundly mentally retarded, and 99 with other handicaps. We also

find in this table the principals estimates of the number of students,

by their exceptionalities arlta.ge levels, who were formally referred

for testing but were not'yet approved by case' conference, and the

number of students who needed special help but were not referred

for testing. These numbers were 4,378 and 9,894 reSpectively in

the entire state. Thus, we find a total of approximately 19,051 children

and youth in state of Indiana who needed some kind of special

education services-.-testing and diagnosis, identification Of excep-

'tionalities, or placement in special education programsbut could not

receive them in 1973-74. This table also gives 'the breakdown of this

figure by age levels. So we see that the largest number (5,226)of these

children and youth were 7-9 years old, followed by 10-12 age group

(4 835), 15-21 age aroup (0,753), 13-14 age group (3,610), and 0-6

aggroup (1,577).

- 33 -
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Non-Public Schools' Estimates of the Numbers of St'udents Not
Served in Spc.lcial Education Programe During 1973-74

The data received from 65 non-public schools (with about,17%

of the-total non - public school enrollment in the state) are summarized

in Table 3 in the same manner as the data of Table 2. The principals

of these schools could identify a total number of 321 students who

should have beerio but were not, helped through special education

services and programs: 188 of them needed special help btit were not

r;eferred for testing, 57 were formally referred but not yet approved

by case conference, and 75 were formally identified by case confer-

ence but not placed in the appropriatb special education-program. .

Emotional disturbance showed the highest incidence among different

exceptionalitieS: 127 o the 320 students who needed some kind of

special help were erhoti nally disturbed. The age level showing highest

,incidence of exceptionality was intermediate (10-12 years).

Althougi there4is little scientific basis for projecting state-
,

wide estimates from these figures reported by 65 schools, those

'estimates would roughly be about six times .thege figures, more or

less.proportidnate to the edtimates projected for the public schools.

Special Ed )jcation Administrators' Estimates of the Numbers of
Students Served, and Eligible but not Served, in Special Education
Programs During 1973-74

The dire'ctors and adryinistrators of special education were

considere"d, for the purposes of this study, to be another independent

O
0



TABLE 3

NUMBER OF STUDENTS BY THEIR HANDICAPS AND AGES, rr

NOT SERVED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

DURING THE 1.973 -1974 SCHOOL YEAR.

Data of 65 Returns From Non:' Public Schools
a

N - Needed spedial help, but Werenot ryforred for testing
.

R - Formally referred, but not yet approved by case conference

I - Formally identified by case cortfergnce, but not placed in the appropritte special education
program

.

c

Pre-pri-
mary, 0-6
years old

Primary
7-9
years old

intermed-.
iate, 10-12
years old

Junior High
13-14
years old

Senior Hick
15-21

, Years old

Other Total

Multiply .......

Handicapped
(see other, side)

N 1
.

2

I 3 1

Physically
Handicapped ,

N 1 1
, . . 2

R 5

I 4

Visually
Handicapped

N 7 1 6 a 4 3 1 7 .
, s . 2 7

1 9 4 1 . 5

Hearing
Impaired

.-
N 10 1 5 _

,
2 n 13

R 11 7 1 ' 1 9
12 1 2 '

- 3

Einotionally.
Disturbed

N 13 10 15 25 , 17 5 72

R. 14 6 24
I 15 N ' 12 1 3 31

Neurologically
Impaired/Learn-
ing Disabled

N' 16 2 1.2 1 5
- 36

R 17 1 3 2 12

I 18 . 4 3 A
7 4

Communication
Handicapped

I

N 19
; 1 : 7 9

.

21

R 20 1 . *' 1

I 21 1 6
k 8

.Educable
Mentally
Retarded

14 22 2 4 5 - _ 6 17

R 23. o 3 f . ---''' 4'
I 24 1 ,2 2 . 5

Trainable
Mentally
Retarded

N 25
.

R 26 f
I 27 ,

F.:3verely-pro- -
foundly Men-
tally Retarded

Other -,

(Handicap.
Unknown)

N ..23
R 29

I

I 3o.

N 31 1

_
.

1
I

-----
1 0

R 32
I 33 2 3 5 1 1 0

TOTAL 24

ik

96 113

- 35-

p.

67 20.
N 18'8
R 57
I 75

-rot4i 320



source of data) besides the school principals, ef the number of excep-

tional children, and youth who should have been, but were not,. served °

in 1973-74. All 93 of them were-sent the same yellow forms to fill

in these data and 67 re, ned the forms. The state and regional totals
6

projeCted from the.data received from the directors and admiristrators of

special education have been ,compared in Table 4 with the totals pro-
sz

jected frcim the data returned by thepublic school principals. The

apercent of enrollment Covered by the special education

response and by the principals' response for each region and the state

is also indicated in the table. As evident from.the table, the estimates
\ .

9f special education directors and administrators are consistently
. ,

. . . .

lower.--thanAk)e-estirnates made by the pti.blis. school principals. These---._

researchers conaider the data collected from the principals more

credible for reasons stated elsewhere in this chapter. #

The directors'and administrators, of special education who
o

responded to our questionnaire also entered, on the blue forms, the

-----data of exceptional children and youth whcr, were served in 1973-74 by

their exceptionalities, age-levels anei-the_types of programs they

attended. These data pertained to 49 of the 71 admirtiStrativeireivisions

of special education.- For the remaining 22 divisions,data collected t

by the Division of Special Education, Indiana Department of Public

36 -
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TABLE 4

Comparison of State and Regional Totals of the Number
of Exceptiohal Stu-dents Eligible but not Served During
1973-74 Projecteikon the Basis of Principal& Estimates
with those Projectedon the Basis of Special Education
'Administrators' Estimates.,

, NOrthern
Region

O

Projected Totals Projected Totals Based
Based on PrincilAls' on Special Education

Estimates Administrators' Estimates

Totals o Percent of
Enrollment
Covered by
the Principals'
Rbs onse

North-Central
Regi9p._

Central.
Region

Southern
Reg ion

State Of
Indiana-

1,976 54.1

.7,023 45:9

4,520
ll

19,061 . 48.02

- 37 n -
48

Totals Percent of
Enrollment

A Covered by
the Special
Education
Administrators'
Response

4,457

1;372

D

2,960..

2,5i0

11,359

60.3

56.3

68.8

of



1.

Instruction, through Form 24* were subseitUted.. The totals by
. .

region-and for the entire skate 'andralso by e)sceptionalitiesand types,

of programs offered are summarized in Table 5 on the next page.

These, data are compared in the table with the totals of Form 24 data

and of the'tla:ta supplied by the Division of Special Education, Indiani..
e

Department of Public Instruction.**

As .evident from this table,, the total number of students re-.

ceiving special education services during 1973-74 computed from the

data of thiS study is 62,504 while the total of Form 24 data is 74;550

and of the data supplied by te Division of Special Education is 82,815..

When we compare the totalstf each exceptionality, they are about the
0

sameslightly higher for the data of this study, except for the com-

munication handicapped youth. 'The totals of this category are the

lowest for the data of this stuyand the highest for the data supplied

by the Division of Special Education. These- researchers discussed

the data with the Director of that Division-) who explained the reason

for this difference and Suggested that the total figure of 82,815 students

receiving special education services was more accurate since the\
* Forri 24 is, the Special EducationApproval Form prescribed by the ,
Division of Special Education, Indiana Department of Public Instruc--
tion,for each school corporation in the state to report and verify the
data of students reoeiving special education services for purposes of

. reimbursement of expenditure by the state, ,

**Indiana Department of Public Instruction, Special Education
Newsletter, Vol. 2, No. 2, p. 6. _4

.
..., o

4. 498



TABLE 5,
NUMBER OF STUDENTS BY ?HEIR HANDICAP .AND AGES,

, RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES .DURING 1913-74 SCHOOL YEAR
'=Special Class Fula: Time; P Part - time;' R = Resource'Cen.; 0 = Other (itenerant teachers,

fe

b. . IN -. ate,1 II - .: lo ecial .,

Form 24

Data

Div.'
e.

Data

...

11".

Region 1 Region 2 Region. 3 Region,4
Areas no i

covered Totals
State

.Totals
,1 58 ,. 148 50 .1 0

387
Multiply 7 3 -1 11 310

.

310Handicapped
I (See other side)

: C 4 5 9
..132 39 227 9

2 2
407
27

572 425 425
.

Physically. . . , 8 15
Handicapped

I
R 12 1 .0 31 44
CI 57 15 1 18 3 94

30 1 2 33 - 0

3793.

,,

.

"212

Tht

.

. 212

I Blind P 4
. R , 22 . 22

C 5 17 23F'.. 12 49
I Partially P 31

Seeing 8 69
.

82 - 23 17 138
o

I
170 35 ., 1 5 238

613

,
.

'

386
.

.

886

..

Deaf P 9 '1 23 33
R .1 . 4

I
C 19 8 - .. 30

ir 33 1 65 ,
99

Hard of 12 1 - 13 .

Heoaring R 25 9 18 Mill 52
CI 33 85 14 144.

IT 151 .1 . 90 182 440
1,113

-

1, 905-

1,033

1,508

1-033

1,508

Emotionally .. 8 ' 4 6 74 134
I Disturbed 162 -45 N - 217

56
6 112

2.4
.

9.
'4 "' .2 ' 32

277Neurologically 1 57
Impaired/ 29 61- 26 .. 72 .0,- 188
Learning R 84 . , 56 760 - 90 990
Disabled 0 64 -. 125 120 139 . 2 450,

IF
rnMCounication 15

100 615 71. 5

.1 B9"
. 44424-
28 888

4 '

35,926 48,530
.

'

58, 500884 91 :9
264HandiCapped R 230 - 3,940

010,133 6 303 7.259- 4 759 434

Educable
'Mentally
Ret:-trded -Ft

3 962 1 766 .5 003 1 518 212 12 461

17,1'47
-,il;

'''

'
17 013-

1,,

17,013
ID' 863 225 996 684 11 2 779

952 ' 118 250 404 20 1 744
..P. 3

1 079
4

903 Q 3
163

I Trainable
2Q10 2 .913 3, 102. 3, 1.0215

1 . 19
Rqtarled 1

i

10
5 7---

ISeverely-
.Proundly .
Maritally

1

..

Retared

236 al 201 -. 52 1 520

532
.,.,,

326 326
.

,,

5'.7.

Otter ( ° lease
-oecify)

!-A

;

185 18 207

1,017

.

1,705103 103
"---.,

i'll 429 50 177 40 - 0
I

TOTAL -20, 441 0,643 20,964 10, 31 Of 1 141 624504 62, 504 74, 550 82,815

39



communication handicapped figures for this total were obtained from

the speech and hearing therapists across the state. The speech and

hearing therapists'reports were held to be more accurate than the

repOrts of Special Education Directors or Superintendents since the

therapists, worked directly with the communicati n handicapped children.

The issue of divergent estimates of-the" po lation of exceptional
o

children and youth has been discussed in some detail in a note appended
t.c

O

to this volume of the report as the Addendum.

School Principals' Perceptions and Judgements
Ooncerning special Education

The data _generated by the pink form of the questionraaire give ,
7

us insights into the reasons why some students who needed special

education services could not receive them during 1973-74.. 'The reasons-

why some students who needed special help Were oot referred for testing,

as checked by thet res ondents, are shown in the -following Table 6 in

order of their frequency'of occurrence."
a

The reasons why some students who were formally referred
0

for testing were not identified for placement, as checked by the

respondents, are shown in the following Table 7 in order of their

frequency of occurrence.
4

The reasons why some students who wereformally identified

as special iedycation candidates were not placed in appropriate special

education programs as checked by the respondents, are shown in the

0 40
GM b
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O

following Table-8 in order s their frequency of. occurrence.

Tables 6, 7 and 8 's, w that a majority of the respondent.

:31,k

principlids considered

- .ding of students for pla ement in special education' programs as the

blems.related to parental consent and label-
s.

O rl

major reasons why, udents who needed special. education Arvices-
,

and programs c1:514 not get special help: Buts majority them also

thought the time ag 'between formal referral and final placement and

inadequate ava ability of facilities and personnel' for spec:Lai educa-

tion service /Were significant reasons. These judgements of the

principals bave been corroborated by other items included .in the pink

form bf the questionnaire and by their freehand comments which are
,summa ized later in this thapter.

he prin'cipalS- were a'sk'ed. to express their satisfaction, or

oth/ rwise, with diffe ent aspects,of special education services and'

irograms. Their reactions are shown in the following Table 9 in

/yorder ofthe -resp,onderrts' indication of satisfaction.

This table shows that a large majority of the respondent
' I

' principals indicated satisfactid% with Rule S-1 and the- procedure of

referral, diagnosis 'identification and placement. Not very many of

them were dissatisfied With parents' cooperation. But they did indi-

cate dissatisfaction with the availability of facilities and personnel to"

provide adequate special education services to the needy students.

r , 56
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The principals were_asked how much time they think-is taken

from the a -need is felt that a particular student should -be- refer-

red for evaluation and diagnosis to the point he is finally placed in the

apprd'priate special eduption pr4ogram. Of a total of 978 principals°

who responded to this item, 55.4% checked 1-2 months, 25.5% 3-4

months, 10% 5-6 months, 2 %© 7-8 months and 7.1% 9 or more months.

They were also asked to mention the number of exceptional

children they knew in their 'school building districts' who were not

receiving any education services as of October 1, 1974. The total
o

number of such children mentioned inthe returns s 570.

Finally the principals were asked to in icate which types-of

ecial education programs were offered in their schools during 1973-

74. Of a;tcta.1 of 994 prirkuipals who responded to `'this. item, 525said

they had special education programs in their schools. Of these, the

numbers of schools which offered different types of special education

programs by exceptionalities are shown in the following Table 10.

School Principals' Open-ended CoMments and Suggestions

Valuable qualitative data was generated by item.#7 of'he pink

form of the questionnaire. In that item, the principals were asked

to write, if they wished, their comments and suggestions in order

to improve the special education services and programs. Three



a

TABLE 10

Numbers of Schools (out of a total of 994)
Having Different Types of Special Education
Programs, by Handicaps/Disabilities

Full-time
Special
Classes

'Part -time
Special-

. Classes

Resource
Centers

Other

Multiply 'handicapped e

Physically handicapped

23

21

5

5

5

(5 5

Visually handicapped 9 17 11 3

(Hearing impaired 16 30 .7

4 Emotionally disturbed y 30 11 ,a 13 2

Neurologically impaired/
Learning Disabled 20 22 19 2

.zr.

Communication handicapped 16 63 14 8

Educable Mentally Retarded 389 69 33 5

Trainable Mentally
Retarded 70 7 1 4

Sc..iverely-Profouridly
Mentally retarded 1,3 1 1 2

- 47 -
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hundred and ten of the responding principals chose to do s6.*

They made significant remarks and comments a out different

a8pects of special ,education needs and programs. The major area's

of their concerns are summarized below:

1.. The respondent principals recognized the need of providing

adequate special education programs in very clear terms: Sonie of

thorn comm nded the Indiana Department of Publi

taking such definite and helpful steps as this su

said, "You people are carrying' on a statewide

schools still need a lot of help." Quite a few e

Instruction on

ey. One of them

ervice and many

pressed satisfaction

with their existing programs of special educatibn -in meeting the needs
vi

of their students and the progress they have made recently.

2. Most of Vile respondent principals str sseff the need for more

adequate state and local funding for specter edu ation so that the

latively mandated programs can be offered. This ocannot be over-
-,

emphasized in view of the fact that special edu6ation programs are

more expensive than genehal ,education programs. Many schools

desperately need facilities and" personnel o that their students can

receive needed services promptly. They need guidanCe counselors,
'4

* Their comments and suggestions'are.reproduced in original form
under content categories and .placed as'inqopendix I in Volume II of this
report.

- /48
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0

particularly at the elementary level, psychorrietrists,syphologists,

psychiatristSi nurses-, social workers, other specialists, clinicians

and other resource personnel, particularly qualified teachers and

aides,to teach and look after the needs of handi\cappgd children and

youth. The waiting lists of these needy children'and youth are very

long, Facilities and personnel are badly needed for the emotionally

disturbed and lea r' ning disabled students. But additional programs

for other handicaps an are also needed. Transportation

facilitieS° are lacking )r inadequate for many schools, particularly. in

rural areas,with the result that needy students remain unattended.

A few principals stressed the,need to preserve local autonomy while

funds are being made available.by the state. Some principals liked

the idea of more than one school corporation joininb- togiber to

prOvide needed services and programs yin special education. On the
o.

other hand, a few others expressed great dissatisfaction with the way

exceptional children and youth are transported to far-off places: Cj

they thought the programs needed for these students should be offered
.

in their own schools so that the students might stay and learn in the

environment familiar to 'them . They preferred to have Such an arrange-

ment even for part of the school time, and the students could stay in the

regular classes for the rest of the time. According to a few principals,

"busing" students to far-off places is one reason why parents are
1

- 49 -
64



reluctant to consent to their children's placemient in special4eduoation

programs.

3. The respondent principals thought Rule S-1 should be

simplified in contentiarici procedures. They felt that the definitions

of exceptionalities were too broad and overlapping and the qualifi-

cations and requirements for pladement too severe. A few of them

sUggested that labels like "mentatlVretarded" should be Changed to

something less offensive. Areas like neurological impairment and

emotional disturbance also need to be defined and qualified more

precisely.
It

Q

4. The principals expressed their impatience with difficult,

cumbersome and time-consuming procedyes involved in referral,

diagnosis and identification of exceptionalities. They complained that

there were too my forms, paper work and "red tape" and suggested

that the proce ures prescribed in Rule S-1 should be simplified.

Sometimes children dropout of the school by the time the procedUres

are compreted. They also stressed the n ed to properly inform and
.

orient the teachers and parents aboUt Rule S-1 requirements and

\procedures and the available special education programs.

5. Many principals expressed strong disagreement with the

provisions of Rule S-1 giving parents the final authority to approve
o

or refuse tht testing and placement of their children in special

- 50
f,;;,



9'

education programs. They thought it to be unfair to the children. They

felt that if , in the considel-ed professional judgement of the

ectocators, these children need special help, they should receive it
a.

regardless of the parents' opinions. Some of them said the parents

of exceptional children are not quite able to make intelligent decisions

a regarding the education of their children. Others said the social

stigma attached to labeling students by their exceptionalities is a

big problem and influences the parents' decisions, particularly in

rural areas. A few suggested parents should be properly involved

and taken into confidence so that they show some understanding for

the needs of their exceptional children.

6. Same respondent principals made comments 3.bout existing

special education practices. A few of them thought there should be

special schools instead of special classe'S' so that exceptional children

may not get frustrated in peer group relations with normal 'children.

Others suggested that multiple measures of performande and behavior

besides I.Q. should be used to test and diagnose exceptionalities more

thoroughly. They thought many average and above average students

can also benefit from special education facilities. One suggestion

was thatthat screening to reveal physical, emotional or learning pro-
,

blems should preferably be done at the pre-primary or primary level,

because early placement in the. appropriate special education programs

- 51 --
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can be distinctly beneficial. Better organization. of placement pro-

cedures and a greater role for the classroom teaCher in the implemen-

tatiOn of these procedureS was also suggested. One, comment was that

"children who have mainly behavior problems should not be placed in

special education programs just because of their lack of interest in

school. 'I Remedial teaching was stressed by one principal.. Materials

needed for teaching special classes should be adequately supplied.

Some principals recommended better.pommunication among admin-

istrators, teachers, special education personnel and parents and

better coordination and*supervison of'their roles in order to improve

special education program's. They said the child should not be lost in

1 the increasingly complicated administrative procedure and "expertise". .
Others underScored the need of better pre-service and in-service cit,

professional preparation of teachers and aides for special classes

and better production and distribution of professional materials for

the gt_fidance of these teachers. They thought that the State'Department
v,

of Public Instruction could 'organize teams of experts to visit schools

for this purpose.

7. According 'to manyprincipals, there is a definite need to

qevelop programs suited to the "Slow learners" With I . 's between

75 and 95--the "twilight zone studentswho do not qualify for special'

education programs but wh6 do not function normally in the regular

52 -
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classes for,various reasons and fall further and ft..4^ther behind. Some -

of these children have perceptual problems while others are over-

active o yperkinetic. Placed in the competitive situation of reg-..

tur ular class_ oms they develop all kinds of behavior problems and

are very difficult to handle in a class of 30. They are learning

disabled or educationally handicapped and haVe just as much of a

right to special help as the exceptional children. The principals

&

felt that a tutorial program, a resource room or an intensive learning
8

center for these students could be very helpful.

8. A few principals' favored, mainstreaming and underscored

its benefits. They said by mainstreaming and integrating the excep-

tionarchildren with the total student body they ,will feel le'ss isolated

an will achieve hRtit...- L.)c.:ialization. Special education teachers and

specialists should be available to help the regular classroom teachers

with problems of their students.
P

These thoughts and comments demonstrate the concern of

principals and others in the field for the,exceptional students to have

the best possible educational experiences.

4
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ADDENDUM

A Note on the Prevalence of Exceptionalities in Youth
va.

The field of knowledge concerning exceptional children land youth

is a relatively new, emerging one. Great strides have been made in

recent times towards a better understanding of exceptionalities or

handicapping conditions that afflict-children and youth./Still we have

not quite reached the stage where every individual child or adolescent

can be described with accuracy, precision and detail in regard to any

and every handicapping condition that he/she might-have. Even the

definitions of exceptioria. lities are never stated in as clear terms as

they need to be, nor are the definitions presently used ito the service

system the same across various agencies in the United States.

Reliable data on the prevalence of exceptionalities in different geo-

graphic regions are not generally gathered in a systematic, standard-

ized manner, with the result that estimates of the number of excep-

tional .children and youth in a particular geographic area vary. widely

depending on the definitions used, thedata believed, and the type of

service needle or offered. A gross estimate indicates that

of the 83.8 million youth between 0 and 21 years of age in the United

States in 1970,, about 9.55 million (or 11.396%) were handicapped.*

icr

*James S. sKakalik and others, Services for Handicapped Youth: A
Program Overview,) Rand Study, R-1220-HEW, May, 1973, pp. 273-274.
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Although this estimate is not supported by a Complete census of the

handiCapped population, thefigure clearly indicates the serious

magnitude of the problem.

Handicapping conditions usually have multiple dimensions. A

person may be handicapped in one dimension but notin another. The

definition of handicap should therefore depend upon the type of service

to be provided and upon the Individual's need or functional ability to

-benefit from that service. Operational'sq this means-that a set of
ta .

definitions is nee(104 for each type of handicap, rather than single.

definition.

Anoth.e,r problerri lies in trying to draw a line between the handi-

capped and normal popufations. If a child with an I.Q. of 75 or below

is considered mentally retarded and provided special services, why

should another child with an I.Q. of 78S or 80 be deprived from such

services Which he might. be needing"as desperately? There is pro-

bably a continuum in the degree of severity of every handicap, and it

can be measured on different dimensions,. Definitions that are.not

multi-dimensional and are purely binary in nature the-child is either
.4

handicapped or he is not-- are not helpful for measuring p. handicapped

child's need for service.

Finally, the severity of a handicapping condition depends upon -k

the environment in which the child and later the adult finds himself.

The loss of a lirqb may not handicap an individual for some types of

- 55 - 111



activities but may seriously handicap him for others.

Table A gives three different estimates of prevalence among

children and youth of various exceptionalities: the first two were

developed and used in national studies and the third one was Used in

Indiana for a survey of school age handicapped children in 1970._

,,:/Based-on each of these sets of estimates, the Indiana population of

exceptional children has beery projected frzsim the total school enroll?-
a t

ment figure for school year 1973-1974, which was' I ,307 187:

1,207,143 in public schools and 100,044 in non-public schOols.*

As shown in Table A, the estimated population of exceptional

chil en and yoUth in Indiana for any given year (in this case, 1973T7:4).,.

will vary widely depending upon, the .estimates of prevalence :;kf..e>4P

tionalities in youth t[Tat are believed and the definitions of expeptiO

alities used.

Rossmiller s estimates (column 1) give a total estimated'pop-

ulation of 113,594 exceptional children and youth 104,904n publi-c

schobls and 8,694 4n .non- public schools of Indiana." This, population

includes thestudents being served as well as those eligible but not

being served. The data of the study reported in this volumeapprox-

imates this estimate but does not oyitepequaVit: 82,815 students were

being served and aemother 19,061 should-have been but were not served

* Depatment of Public Instruction, Division of Educational Information '

and ReSearch, Number of Pupils Enrolled in Indiana Public and Non-
Public Schools, Reports A & B, Fall; 1973.
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(1) R. A. Rossmiller, J. A. Hale, and L. E. Frohreich, Educational,
Pro§rarns for ExceptiOnal Children, Resource ConfiguratiOns and 'Costs,

's National Educational Finance Project, Special. Study Number 2, Madison,
"WisConsin, 1970, pp. 12T-122. These estimates were used in the
Rossmiller Study after a review. orother 'prevalence data.

(2) United States Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Handicapped Children in the U.S. and Special Education Personnel
Required - 1968-69 (est.). Bureau of Education fo the Handicapped,
August, 1970. These con-iprehensive estimates o age 5-19 youth
population-in 1969 were made after a review of ultiple studies ofo
incidence"and have received wide usage.

(3) Office 4Df the State Superintendent of Public Insthuction; Division
of Special Education, Planning Process Manual, Special Education
Program Development, Indianapolis, Indiana, 1969, p. 5. These

, estimates were suggested to "the local planning committees in Indiana
established to conduct a survey of school-age handicapped children
and develop a Comprehensive plan for special education prbgrams,
under Chapter 396, Acts of 1969,rty Julys1, 1971. As a result the-
number of school-age handicapped children in Indiana during the
school year 1970-71 was estimated to be 145,045. This estimate was
based on Phase I reports that schools submitted onDecember 1, 1970..
It is stated in the related documents of the. Division of Special Education
that many schools conducted detailed surveys to arrive at the informa-
tion while others relied upon the prevalence estimates. This figure
was therefore a combination of surveys and estimates made by the
schools.
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a

s
in 1973-74 according' to-the public school principal's reports.

USOE estimates (column 2), however, give a total estimated

population of 131,176 exceptional children and youth, in Indiana, while

the:estimates of the Division of Special Education, Indiana Depart-

ment of Public Instruction,(column 3) give a total estimated popula-

tion of 156,536 for the same year, both of which are,relatively higher

figures.. It-is difficult to support-any one set of-estimates of the pre-

valence of exceptionalities against anotPr , and these projections
,

cannot match in sophistication the data,systematically collected from

the field.

The adoption of Rule. S-1 in September4, 1973, was a landmar;k

in the history of education of the exceptional children and youth in`the

Indiana. For one thing, it stated relatively precise operational def-

initions of exceptionalities. The study reported in this volume used

these definitions as the reference point when the school principals

and special education administrators were asked to report relevant*

data Of students being served and not being served. This eliminated

the loossibility, or using different definitions and turning in divergent

estimates. But the data of exceptional children and youth dould also

be gathered through diagnostic evaluation of a representative sample

of children and youth by psychologists, psychometrists, medical

personnel and other clinicians whose expertise is relevant to specific
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cases. This strategy of data colleCtion, however, was not found to

be feasible in the study reported in this volume.

It seems desirable to suggest that as special education programs

in the state develop and expand, a mechanism be established to conduct

periodic surveys or census of the handicapped population. In the mean-

time, decision making will remain constrained by the level of sophis-.
a o

tication of the available estimates of the handicapped populatiOn.

r
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